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REMINDER:  
First TIF Grantee Meeting to 
Be Held February 26–27, 2007, 
in Washington, D.C. 
 
The first Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) grantee 
meeting will be held Monday, February 26, and 
Tuesday, February 27, 2007, at the Hotel Sofitel 
Lafayette Square, 806 15th Street N.W., in 
Washington, D.C.  
 
If you have questions regarding the upcoming 
meeting, please send them to 
cecr@westat.com. 
 
 
Grantee Needs Assessment 
Underway 
 
CECR's technical assistance team is currently 
conducting conference calls with each TIF 
grantee to discuss each project’s specific needs 
for technical assistance.  
 
Information shared during these calls and drawn 
from each grantee's proposal will be used to 
create a customized Technical Assistance Plan 
for Year 1. CECR staff will work with each TIF 
grantee team during the TIF Grantee Meeting, 
February 26–27, to develop these plans. 
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What Would You Like to Know? 
 
We would like to hear what you want to know 
about educator compensation reform. Is there 
an aspect of the issue that you would like to 
learn more about? Did we miss a news article or 
press release about your program? Do you have 
some news that you would like to share with 
other TIF grantees about upcoming events, 
program successes, or lessons learned?  
 
Please send your thoughts and ideas to 
cecr@westat.com for inclusion in a future 
newsletter. Also, let us know what kinds of 
articles might be of interest to you. All feedback 
is welcome. 
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Pay-for-Performance Implementation Tips From Research and Practice

In many respects, pay-for-performance compensation systems are more complicated than the traditional 
single-salary compensation system. Significant brainstorming, collaboration, and planning are necessary 
at the earliest stages of the design and implementation. Reviewing research findings from district and 
school experiences is helpful to further inform educators and policymakers about the impact of these 
systems.  
 
Following are tips and notes of caution gleaned and synthesized from the literature. References also are 
provided. In future editions of Newsbreak, the tips will be further explored. 

Tips 
• Designing a performance-based compensation program for educators should be a collaborative 

effort that includes all stakeholders. The interests and goals of each stakeholder should be 
recognized and considered during the design phase. 

• Designing and implementing a performance-based compensation program for educators takes 
commitment, time, and a willingness to envision a new system that enhances and/or incorporates 
a culture that supports teaching and learning. 

• Continuous and consistent communication with all stakeholders—including teachers, administrators, 
parents, policymakers, the public, and the media—helps promote acceptance and an ongoing 
understanding of the program.  

• Teacher evaluations should align with teacher performance standards and intended outcomes. 
Evaluation measures used in pay-for-performance programs include teacher portfolios, student 
performance, demonstrations of teachers’ skill and knowledge, and student achievement. In 
addition, teacher evaluations should fairly and reliably measure the link between teacher 
accountability and student achievement. Moreover, teachers and principals must be given the 
training they need to understand, administer, and make effective use of student and teacher 
assessments. 

Notes of Caution 
• Like other education initiatives, a performance-based compensation program for educators 

should not be implemented in a vacuum. It is important to pay attention to other factors, such as 
fiscal policies, data gathering and dissemination capacity, standards for good teaching, solid 
assessments of student learning and teacher performance, the availability of high-quality 
professional development, working conditions, and school leadership. 

• Considering the experiences of other districts and states in implementing new performance-
based compensation programs is invaluable, but it is important to recognize that the specific local 
or state contexts make it impossible to replicate the exact system in place elsewhere. 
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Hot Off the Press  

• Educator Compensation Institute (website and clearinghouse on educator pay)  
http://www.edcomp.org/

The Educator Compensation Institute, launched in January 2007, is an online resource for news, 
research and reports, alternative compensation examples, and legislative updates about educator 
compensation initiatives.  

 
• How Much Are Public School Teachers Paid?—Manhattan Institute, February 2007 

http://www.manhattan-institute.org/pdf/cr_50.pdf 

Released February 1, 2007, by the Manhattan Institute, the January 2007 edition of Civic Report 
compiles information from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics to report on the average hourly 
income of public school teachers nationwide and in 66 metropolitan areas.  

 

 

Teacher and Principal Compensation: The Latest News  

Note: Some of the following websites require registration.  

National 
• Teacher Compensation in Charter and Private Schools—Center for American Progress, 

February 6, 2007. 
http://www.americanprogress.org/events/2007/02/charter_and_private_Schools.html 

• Program That Expands Teachers’ Roles Linked to Higher Student Achievement—Education 
Week, January 31, 2007. 
http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2007/01/31/22tap_web.h26.html 

• Teachers Tackle Their Own Extra Credit: National Certification Pays Off With Stipend and 
Stamp of Approval—The Washington Post, January 22, 2007.  
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/01/21/AR2007012101092_pf.html 

International 
• Let the Weakest Drop Out—The Australian, January 31, 2007. 

http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,20867,21144504-12332,00.html 

• Teacher Evaluation Gets New Push—The Chosun Ilbo (South Korea), January 25, 3007. 
http://english.chosun.com/w21data/html/news/200701/200701250020.html 

Colorado 
• State Eager, Wary Over School Reform—The Denver Post, January 18, 2007. 

http://test.denverpost.com/news/ci_5035193 
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• Tasked With Overhauling Education in Colorado? (Opinion)—The Denver Daily News, 
January 7, 2007.  
http://www.thedenverdailynews.com/?page=details&id=6095&t=Archive 

Florida 
• Broward Teachers Thwarted in Attempt to Derail Pay Plan—Miami Herald, February 14, 

2007. 
http://www.miami.com/mld/miamiherald/news/local/states/florida/counties/broward_county/16692
683.htm 

• How Good Is Teacher? Bonus Plan May Tell—St. Petersburg Times, February 4, 2007. 
http://www.sptimes.com/2007/02/04/news_pf/State/How_good_is_teacher_B.shtml  

• Professor: FCAT Blueprint Can Guide Teachers—Naples Daily News/Associated Press, 
January 28, 2007. 
http://www.naplesnews.com/news/2007/jan/28/professor_fcat_blueprint_can_guide_teachers/?pri
nt=1 

• More Merit Pay Plans Get OK—The Ledger/Associated Press, January 26, 2007. 
http://www.theledger.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?Date=20070126&Category=NEWS&ArtNo=70126
0374&SectionCat=&Template=printart  

• Controversial Teacher Performance Pay Plan Approved for Lee—Naples Daily News/ 
Associated Press, January 25, 2007. 
http://www.naplesnews.com/news/2007/jan/25/controversial_teacher_performance_pay_plan_ap
prove/?print=1 

Iowa 
• Culver Seeks $70 Million for Teacher Pay Boost—Iowa City Press-Citizen/Associated Press, 

January 30, 2007.  
http://www.press-
citizen.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20070130/NEWS01/70130002/1079&template=printart  

 Related Story: Democrats to Back Culver’s Education Proposal—Quad City Times, 
February 2, 2007. 
http://www.qctimes.com/articles/2007/02/02/news/local/doc45c21c6ad1b88668068375.txt 

Kentucky 
• Success in Math, Science Targeted—Louisville Courier-Journal, January 24, 2007. 

http://www.courier-journal.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=2007701240761 

Minnesota 
• Performance System Slow to Catch On in Minnesota—Education Week, January 17, 2007. 

http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2007/01/31/22tap_web.h26.html 

Nevada 
• Education Goals Top Agenda for Dems—Reno Gazette-Journal, January 28, 2007. 

http://news.rgj.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20070128/NEWS/701280330/1007&template=printart 

• Three Ideas for Carson Schools: A Syllabus; Merit Pay; Parental Choice (Opinion)—Nevada 
Appeal, January 28, 2007. 
http://www.nevadaappeal.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20070128/OPINION/101280104&templ
ate=printart 
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New Mexico 
• Teacher Pay Raise Is a Great Idea, But Is It Enough? (Opinion)—The Albuquerque Tribune, 

January 25, 2007.  
http://www.abqtrib.com/news/2007/jan/25/gene-grant-teacher-pay-raise-great-idea-it-
enough/?printer=1/ 

South Carolina 
• Great Teachers: SC Third in Nation—WLTX-TV19, January 17, 2007. 

http://www.wltx.com/print/default.asp?storyid=46005 

• More S.C. Teachers Make Grade—The State, January 9, 2007. 
http://www.thestate.com/mld/thestate/news/local/16414731.htm?template=contentModules/printst
ory.jsp 

South Dakota 
• Sioux Falls Task Force Crafts Proposal to Improve Teacher Pay—Argus Leader, January 17, 

2007. 
http://www.argusleader.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20070117/NEWS01/701170337/1001/NE
WS 

Tennessee 
• Dr. Scales’ Strategic Plan 2011—WRBC-TV, not dated. 

http://www.wrcbtv.com/features/schoolpatrol.cfm?sid=5647 

Texas 
• Houston in Uproar Over Teachers’ Bonuses: Many Highly Valued Teachers Overlooked in 

Test-Driven System—Education Week, February 1, 2007. 
http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2007/02/01/22houston.h26.html 

• Time for Accountability System to Move to Next Stage—Houston Chronicle, January 25, 
2007.  
http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/metropolitan/casey/4501111.html  

 

 

Research Notes  

Note: At the first meeting of TIF grantees, CECR will provide additional information on options for 
implementing value-added systems. 

Using Value-Added Indicators for Measuring School Improvement 
 
Written by Robert H. Meyer, Director of the Value-Added Research Center and Senior Scientist at 
the Wisconsin Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin–Madison 
 
Educational outcome indicators are routinely used to measure the performance of schools, programs, and 
policies. Such indicators will be used, at least in part, to determine the compensation of teachers and 
principals in the Teacher Incentive Fund projects. This article discusses the weaknesses of the most 
commonly used educational outcome indicators—average test scores and proficiency rates—and the 
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advantages of value-added indicators for the specific purpose of measuring the productivity of schools as 
well as classrooms and teachers.1 Several major conclusions emerge from the analysis. 
 
Attainment indicators, such as average test scores or proficiency rates (even if they are derived from 
highly valid assessments) provide institutions with the perverse incentive to "cream"—that is, to raise 
measured performance by educating only those students who tend to have high test scores. The potential 
for creaming is apt to be particularly strong in environments characterized by selective admissions. 
However, creaming also could exist in subtler, but no less harmful, forms. For example, schools and 
programs could create an environment that is relatively unsupportive for potential dropouts, academically 
disadvantaged students, and special education students, thereby encouraging these students to drop out, 
transfer to another school, or enroll in a different program. Other potentially negative impacts of 
attainment indicators include schools aggressively retaining students at given grade levels as well as 
high-quality teachers and administrators gravitating to schools and programs that predominantly serve 
high-scoring students.  
 
Moreover, attainment indicators tend to be biased against schools and programs that disproportionately 
serve academically disadvantaged students. One source of bias is the well-known fact that school 
productivity is only one of the many determinants of student achievement. Much of the variation in 
average or median test scores usually can be accounted for by differences across schools in student 
achievement prior to students entering a school or to the types of students enrolled. 
 
The Value of the Value-Added Approach 
 
Given the substantial problems that exist with attainment indicators as measures of school productivity, 
what are the feasible alternatives? There is a growing consensus that the most appropriate method for 
measuring the school as well as the classroom or teacher is the value-added approach. The essence of 
the value-added approach is that school, classroom or teacher, or program performance is measured 
using a statistical regression model that includes, to the extent possible, all of the nonschool factors that 
contribute to growth in student achievement—in particular, prior student achievement and student and 
family characteristics.2 The key idea is to statistically isolate the contribution of schools and programs to 
growth in student achievement at a given grade level from all other sources of student achievement 
growth.3 This is particularly important in light of the fact that differences in prior achievement and student 
and family characteristics account for far more of the variation in student achievement than school-related 
factors. Failure to account for differences across schools in these characteristics could result in highly 
contaminated indicators of performance. 

Additional Information About the Weakness of Attainment Indicators as Measures 
of School Productivity 
 
A school-level attainment indicator, such as an average test score or a proficiency rate, is a flawed 
measure of school performance for the following four basic reasons:  

• Lack of Localized School Performance to the Classroom or Grade Level. The attainment 
indicator fails to localize school performance to a specific classroom or grade level—the natural 
unit of accountability in a traditional school. This lack of localization is, of course, most severe at 
the highest grade levels. A performance indicator that fails to localize school performance to a 

                                                 
1 Many of the issues discussed in this article are considered at greater length in Meyer (1996). 
2 Student and family characteristics could be measured directly or indirectly using repeated observations 
on students (longitudinal data).  
3 Note that value-added indicators focus on the growth in student achievement from one grade to the next 
for given cohorts of students rather than on the change (or trend) over time in average test scores for 
students at a given grade level. Value-added indicators are thus based on longitudinal as opposed to 
cross-sectional student data. 
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specific grade level or classroom is likely to be a relatively weak instrument of public 
accountability. 

• Out-of-Date Information About School Performance. The attainment indicator reflects 
information about school performance that tends to be grossly out-of-date. Consider, for example, 
the attainment indicator for a group of students tested at the end of 10th grade. The attainment 
indicator for this group is a reflection of the accumulated learning that occurred in 10th grade 
during the prior year, in ninth grade—two years earlier, in eighth grade—three years earlier, and 
so on, all the way to kindergarten and preschool—11 (or more) years earlier. Indeed, a 10th-
grade-level indicator could be dominated by information that is five or more years old. One 
consequence of this situation is that changes over time in attainment indicators could be 
negatively correlated with actual changes in program performance (Meyer, 1996). The fact that 
attainment indicators reflect out-of-date and possibly misleading information severely weakens 
them as instruments of public accountability. To allow educators to react in a timely and 
responsible fashion, performance indicators must reflect information that is current and accurate.  

• Contamination Due to Student Mobility. Attainment indicators at the school, district, and state 
levels tend to be highly contaminated due to student mobility. For example, the typical high 
school student is likely to attend several different schools over the period spanning kindergarten 
through 12th grade. For these students, a test score reflects the contributions of more than one 
and possibly many different schools. The problem of contamination is compounded by the fact 
that rates of student mobility tend to differ dramatically across schools. Contamination is apt to be 
especially high in communities that undergo rapid population growth or decline as well as in 
communities that experience significant changes in their occupational and industrial structure. 
Contamination due to student mobility is probably a relatively minor problem at the national level, 
because rates of migration in and out are low compared to rates of mobility within the nation; but, 
at the district and school levels, it is apt to be quite serious. 

• Contamination by Factors Other Than School Performance. The attainment indicator is 
contaminated by factors other than school performance, in particular, the average level of student 
achievement prior to entering first grade (average initial achievement) and the average effects of 
student, family, and community characteristics on student achievement growth from first grade 
through the grade in which students are tested. In fact, it is quite likely that comparisons across 
schools of attainment indicators primarily reflect these differences rather than genuine differences 
in intrinsic school performance. As such, attainment indicators are highly biased against schools 
that disproportionately serve academically disadvantaged students and communities. 

An Example Based on National Data 
 
The practical significance of the previously described analysis is illustrated using data on average 
mathematics scores from 1973 to 1986 from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 
As indicated in Panel A of Table 1, NAEP scores for Grade 11 exhibit the by now-familiar pattern of sharp 
declines from 1973 to 1982 and then partial recovery between 1982 and 1986. The Grade 11 data, by 
themselves, are fully consistent with the premise that academic reforms in the early and mid-1980s 
generated substantial gains in academic achievement. In fact, an analysis of the data based on a gain 
indicator (a value-added type indicator) rather than an attainment indicator suggests the opposite 
conclusion. (Refer to Panel B of Table 1.) 
 
The gain indicator is similar to a true value-added indicator in that it controls for differences among 
students in prior achievement. It does so in a very simple and intuitive way: Gain is the change in 
attainment indicators over time (and across grades) for the same cohort of students. For example, the 
gain in test scores for students who were in Grade 11 in 1986 is given by attainment indicator of Grade 11 
students in 1986 minus the attainment indicator for Grade 7 students in 1982 (four grades and four years 
earlier) (that is, 302.0 – 268.6 = 33.4). Unfortunately, the gain indicator, unlike the value-added indicator, 
does not control for differences in student, family, and neighborhood characteristics that contribute to 
growth in student achievement. As a result, the gain indicator reflects possible changes over time in the 
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composition of the population as well as changes in school productivity.4 Nonetheless, it is instructive to 
compare the gains in achievement experienced by different cohorts.5

 
As indicated in Panel B, the achievement growth of high school students (from Grade 7 to Grade 11) 
during the 1982 to 1986 period was actually no better than achievement growth during previous periods. 
In fact, the gain from Grade 7 to Grade 11 was actually slightly lower during the 1982 to 1986 period than 
in previous periods! The rise in Grade 11 mathematics scores from 1982 to 1986 stems from an earlier 
increase in achievement growth for this cohort of students rather than from an increase in achievement 
growth over Grade 7 to Grade 11. In short, these data provide no support for the notion that high school 
academic reforms generated significant increases in test scores during the mid-1980s. These data also 
vividly confirm the general superiority of the gain indicator, relative to level indicators such as the 
attainment indicator, as a measure of educational productivity. 
 
 
 

Table 1. NAEP Mathematics Examination Data
 

(A) Average Test Scores by Year 
 

Grade 1973 1978 1982 1986 
Grade 3 219.1 218.6 219.0 221.7 
Grade 7 266.0 264.1 268.6 269.0 
Grade 11 304.4 300.4 298.5 302.0 

 
 

(B) Average Test Score Gain From Year to Year for Each Cohort 
  

Grade 1973–1978 1978–1982 1982–1986 

Grades 3–7 45.0 50.0 50.0 
Grades 7–11  34.4 34.4 33.4 

 
Source: Dossey, Mullis, Lindquist, and Chambers (1988) 

 

Summary 
 
Attainment indicators such as the average test score or proficiency rate, the most commonly used 
indicators in American education, are highly suspect as indicators of school and program performance. 
These indicators suffer from four major deficiencies: (1) They fail to localize performance to the classroom 
or grade level; (2) they aggregate information on performance that tends to be grossly out-of-date;  
(3) they are contaminated by student mobility; and (4) they fail to measure the distinct contribution of 
schools and programs to growth in student achievement as opposed to the contribution due to students, 
families, and community factors. As a result, they are flawed measures for evaluation purposes and are 
weak, if not counterproductive, instruments of public accountability. 
 

                                                 
4 The gain indicator also cannot be constructed if the tests before (pretests) and after (posttests) differ 
and have not been placed on the same measuring scale. 
5 NAEP was originally designed to permit this type of analysis. In mathematics, the tests have generally 
been given every four years at grade levels spaced four years apart. For this illustrative analysis, we 
assume that average test scores in 1973 are comparable to the unknown 1974 scores. 
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The gain indicator (the change in average test scores from grade to grade for the same cohort of 
students) and the value-added indicator (the gain indicator statistically adjusted for differences across 
schools and programs in the type of students served) avoid the first of these four problems. The value-
added indicator has the additional advantage that it potentially eliminates the bias that exists in the gain 
indicator due to differences across schools in student, family, and community characteristics, particularly 
if it is based on a model that includes an extensive set of control variables. In this case, it fully eliminates 
the incentive for schools to cream. 
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Contact Us 

Center for Educator Compensation Reform 
Babette Gutmann, Director 
Phone: 888-202-1513 ● E-Mail: cecr@westat.com 

 

The Center for Educator Compensation Reform (CECR) was awarded to Westat—in partnership with 
Learning Point Associates, Synergy Enterprises Inc., Vanderbilt University, and the University of 
Wisconsin—by the U.S. Department of Education in October 2006. 
 

The primary purpose of CECR is to support the Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) grantees with their 
implementation efforts through the provision of ongoing technical assistance and the development and 
dissemination of timely resources. CECR also is charged with raising national awareness of alternative 
and effective strategies for educator compensation through this newsletter, a Web-based clearinghouse, 
and other outreach activities. We look forward to an exciting partnership with the TIF grantees as we 
embark together on blazing a new path for education reform. 

 
 

This work was originally produced in whole or in part by the Center for Educator Compensation Reform (CECR)  
with funds from the U.S. Department of Education under contract number ED-06-CO-0110. The content does not 
necessarily reflect the position or policy of CECR or the Department of Education, nor does mention or visual 
representation of trade names, commercial products, or organizations imply endorsement by CECR or the federal 
government. 
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